Democracies especially parliamentary democracies must ensure that public bodies and officials are performing to their full potential, providing value for money in the provision of public services, building confidence in the society, and being responsive to the community they are meant to be serving. The objective of the article is to explain and compare on the functioning parliamentary democracies, Britain, Germany, India and Ethiopia, to give an insight how the parliaments account the executive to bring better governance. Britain is the oldest parliamentary democracy; Germany with handy parliamentary democracy and functional federalism and India is the largest parliamentary democracy. These countries have much experience Ethiopia has to learn. Thus the article considered the institutional structure of accountability; parliamentary control strategies without jeopardizing the concept of separation of powers in a these four countries. The parliamentary system is portrayed under FDRE Constitution and other legislations. The article explored these laws and practical situations and tried to associate with other parliamentary democracies.
Introduction
The notion of accountability is an amorphous concept that is difficult to define in precise terms. However, broadly speaking, accountability exists when there is a relationship where an individual or body and the performance of tasks or How to cite this paper: Ferede, A. N. (2018) . Executive Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies: A Comparative Overview: Britain, Germany, India and Ethiopia.
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https://doi.org/10. 4236/blr.2018.95034 functions by the individual or body, are subject to another's oversight, direction or request that they provide information or justification for their actions (Hurst & O'Brien, 2010) . The concept of accountability involves two distinct stages, i.e. answerability and enforcement (Akpanuko & Asogwa, 2013) . Answerability means having to provide information about one's actions and justifications for their correctness. Thus answerability consists of two aspects; explanatory and informational components (Akpanuko & Asogwa, 2013) . Enforcement suggests that the public or the institution responsible for accountability can sanction the offending party or remedy the contravening behavior (Akpanuko & Asogwa, 2013) . As such, different institutions of accountability might be responsible for either or both of these stages.
Working Parliaments and democratic institutions are the locus of accountability in this regard. Since accountability ensures actions and decisions taken by public officials are subject to oversight so as to guarantee that government initiatives meet their stated objectives and respond to the needs of the community they are meant to be benefiting, as a result contributing to better governance (Akpanuko & Asogwa, 2013) .
Evaluating the ongoing effectiveness of public officials or public bodies ensures that they are performing to their full potential, providing value for money in the provision of public services, instilling confidence in the government and being responsive to the community they serve. That is why accountability is important to governance.
The notion of accountability is not likely in the absence of separation of powers. The major institutions of state should be functionally independent and that no individual should have powers that span these offices. The principal institutions are usually taken to be the executive, the legislature and the judiciary (Benwell & Gay, Last Updated 15, August 2017) . Executive accountability functions with such inception of split of power. Initially, separation of power was conceived to protect life and liberty by making it hard for the government to take action by subjecting proposed actions to deliberation and by providing checks on action by one branch by another branch with competing ambitions (Document of Freedom, Accessed on January 2017). The teaching of Montesquieu signifies that justice will jeopardize when the three powers of the government intermingled (Cohen & Varat, 2012) .
According to Daniel A. Farber et al. separation of power means specialization according to relative expertise (Daniel et al., 2017) . The legislative body is best at making broad policy choices and so it is structured to include diverse constituencies and to require deliberation. The executive in contrast is structured for quick and decisive action. It also emerges as the chief force for policy integration and coordination. This is especially true during times of war or national emergency. If the executive action is not justified by the authorizations in law and/or is action authorized to the legislator, then it is ultra virus and unconstitutional enforced by the judiciary or the voter (Farber, Eskridge Jr., Frickey, & Schacter, 2017) . Separation of power in the modern sense is not to say that the three branches are not co-ordinate parts of one government and that each in the field of its duties may not involve the actions of the two other branches in so far as the action involved shall not be an assumption of the constitutional field of action of another branch. Rather, in determining what it may do in seeking assistance from another branch the extent and character of that assistance must be fixed according to common sense and the inherent necessities of the governmental coordination (Separation of Powers, 2018).
Therefore, separation of power is designed to establish a system of checks and balances to keep any one branch from exercising too much power and it is a system, where the power of one branch can be challenged by another branch.
The executive branch of the government has the sole authority and responsibility for the daily administration of the state bureaucracy. The executive branch is the chief of the state, chief diplomat, commander in chief, chief contributor for the legislative and guardian of the economy (Singh & Vijay, 2013) . So, strong scrutiny of the power of the executive is essential. One approach, adopted by Lord Sharman in his 2001 Report reviewing audit and accountability for central government, divides the notion of accountability into the following four aspects (Sharman, 2001) : 1) Giving an explanation: Parliament and other main stake-holders are advised about what is happening, through an annual report, outlining performance and activity;
2) Providing further information: where those accountable may be asked to account further, beyond information already given;
3) Reviewing and revising: where those accountable respond by examining performance, systems or practices, and if necessary, making changes to meet the expectations of stakeholders; and 4) Granting redress or imposing sanctions: if a mechanism to impose sanctions exists, stakeholders might enforce their rights on those accountable to effect changes (Sharman, 2001) .
Separation of power in Ethiopia comprises of the executive, legislative and the judicial branches. The executive branch signified by Council of Ministers includes the Prime Minister, Deputy Prime Ministers and other ministers elected by the parliament by the recommendation of the Prime Minister (Ethiopar, 2018) . The members of the council of ministers may elected from the members of the parliament and serve the two organs at the same time. There is strong fusion of power between the legislative and the executive. The legislative branch includes the two Chambers of Federal Parliamentary Assembly -the house of People's Representatives and the house of the Federation. The house shall have the power of legislation in all matters assigned by the federal constitution to the federal jurisdiction (FDRE Constitution, 1995, article 54 & 55) . Members of house of federation shall be elected by the state council. This house is a non-law making part of parliament has the power to interpret the constitution (FDRE Constitution, Art. 62). 
Constitutional Synthesis for Executive Accountability
The two constitutional syntheses most common in the democratic world are parliamentary and presidential models. These two systems are structural opposites with regard to setting out rules for the formation and termination of governments. Parliamentary system that operates in countries such as Germany and Ethiopia is characterized by a fusion of powers and a mutual dependence between the executive (usually a prime minister or chancellor). The power of the prime minister emanates from the legislator after elections and needs the confidence of the legislature in order for his government to survive the duration of the legislator's term (Sketch, 2007) . Parliamentary systems foster stronger political parties, more centralized and party-aligned interest groups, a more centralized decision-making process, and more centralized and hierarchical administrative structures (Strom et al., 2009) . The system encourages collaboration between the legislature and executive, maintains inter electoral flexibility, and functions as an automatic safety-valve in the case of an unpopular prime minister or government; if the administration loses a vote of confidence or censure in parliament, then by convention they have to resign (Binghamton, 2007) . The Presidential system which is mainly symbolized by America is characterized by the separation of powers and a mutual independence of the executive and legislative powers. In a presidential system, the legislature is far more engaged in its function of scrutinizing, modifying and throwing out executive sponsored legislation (Buisseret, 2017) . This is because the chief executive (a popularly elected president) and the legislature are elected independently of each other, for fixed terms of office, and both can survive for their respective terms without the other's approval. Until the early 1990s most democracies fit neatly into one of these two constitutional types (Buisseret, 2017) .
Yet, by the mid-1990s numerous emerging democracies which were under communist regime met one of the defining criteria for presidential system while also fulfilling one of the essential criteria for parliamentary system (Vitalino Canas-&quo, 2004) . No purely presidential constitution combines both of these characteristics and the incentive structures they embody, nor does any purely parliamentary constitution. Thus at this time there is a third constitutional model which is called semi-presidential system (Vitalino Canas-&quo, 2004) .
The most critical feature of semi-presidential system is the additional split of powers that comes with the division of the executive into two independently legitimized and constitutionally powerful institutions: an indirectly selected head of government (prime minister) and popularly elected head of state (president). Interestingly, executive power in most semi-presidential constitutions, including the power to preside over cabinet meetings and to direct national policy, is shared between these two executives though it precludes a neat division or clear separation of powers often leading to constitutional ambiguity (Martinez, 1999) .
Another feature of this newest separation of powers system is unequal legitimacy, accountability and responsibility of these two executives' vis-à-vis citizens and their elected representatives. The prime minister remains responsible to the legislature and dependent on it for support throughout the legislature's term. The president however is popularly elected by the voters for a fixed term, often for longer term than that of the legislature. The president is therefore, autonomous relative to the legislature in that she/he has an independent and popular mandate and can survive without the legislature's approval. As a result the president has substantial powers with regard to decree, veto, and emergency powers (Martinez, 1999) .
This synthesis shows that the issue of executive accountability, legitimacy and responsibility are the main diverging lines. Accordingly, in a presidential system, since the president acquires its legitimacy from the general public, she/he along with the executive branch is accountable for the public during the scheduled terms of election. The legislature has no strong hand to dismiss the president from power and the president is not responsible for the legislature, as such. Unless the president or other member of the executive has committed serious offence, the executive is autonomous and is not the subject of impeachment before the legislator. As a result, the presidential system is less fragile and relatively stable when compared with other systems of government (Elgie, 2018) .
In a parliamentary system on the other hand, the legitimacy of the executive is acquired from the legislator or indirectly from the public through its representatives, since the prime minister and other ministers are elected from the winning party and appointed by the parliament (Elgie, 2018) . Accordingly the executive is accountable for the legislature. The legislature has a strong hand to dismiss the prime minister and the executive as a whole by a principle of vote of no confidence (Elgie, 2018) . This implies that to account the executive, the parliamentary model is much better than a presidential system, provided there is a healthy nature of parliaments. As a result, in most of the parliamentary democracies, the government is fragile and less stable as the strong hand of the parliament disperses the executive when it lacks confidence and finds it difficult to form coalition governments (Elgie, 2018) .
Semi-presidential system on the other hand reflects aspects of the two systems. While the president acquires its legitimacy from the public, the prime mi- As such the president is accountable for the public and the prime minister to the legislature (Shugart, 2005) . Most of the time, this system inclines to the presidential system since the president is stronger than the prime minister. This is clearly shown in Frances' semi-presidential system (Shugart, 2005) . The strong exercise of power is resided on the shoulder of the president. Since power legitimacy is acquired from the public, the impeachment of the president before the parliament is less frequent than the prime minister. Parliamentary systems are fertile to establish responsive executive.
Executive Political Accountability in Britain
Britain is a unitary state and has a parliamentary system of government. It further has a bicameral legislature (the House of Commons and the House of Lords), the cabinet and a judiciary, which includes the House of Lords as the highest court of appeal. The head of state (i.e. the Monarch) is separated from the head of government (i.e. the prime minister) and the former performs largely ceremonial functions. The prime minister leads a cabinet consisting of members of the legislature. The Prime Minister answers questions every Wednesday (De Dios, 2012) . The leader of the opposition is permitted to put three or four supplementaires in succession and the leader of the next largest opposition party is allowed two (De Dios, 2012) . The debate is always related to the PM's responsibilities or to almost any aspect of government policy, logically is about highly topical matters (De Dios, 2012) . The executive who includes the monarch, prime minister, and the cabinet is under the parliamentary sovereignty (De Dios, 2012) . In Britain ministers who compose the executive branch are accountable to the parliament and through the parliament to the public. Ministers have both collective responsibility for government policy and individual responsibility for their own departments work.
According to ministerial code /1997/ of Britain, ministers are expected; to uphold the principles of the collective responsibility. They have a duty to parliament to account and be held to account for the policies, decisions and actions of their department and next steps agencies. Most of the oversight is done through 30 parliamentary committees, among which the house's public accounts committee is chaired by a member of the opposition (Assefa, 2010) .
Ministers are duty bound to give accurate and truthful information to parliament, correcting any inadvertent error at the earliest opportunity. Ministers knowingly mislead parliament will be expected to offer their resignation to the prime minister. They should be as open as possible with parliament and the public save the public interest (Assefa, 2010) .
The House of Commons have a vital role in scrutinizing the work of the government through various mechanisms, including questioning ministers in the chamber and through select committee system. It has a power to force the government to resign. Following a defeat on an important issue in the House of Commons the government is obliged to resign or seen a dissolution. But the practice shows that a defeat on confident motion is the only motion to resign or dissolve (Executive Accountability, accessed on January 2017).
Executive Political Accountability in Germany
Germany is a federal parliamentary democracy governed under the Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany ("Basic Law"), the Constitution of Germany (Fact Sheet, 2015) . With a federal republic and a parliamentary system of government, Germany has a bicameral legislature (the Bundestag and Bundesrat), the executive and a judiciary which includes a constitutional court. The head of state is the federal president, who is separated from the head of government (the federal chancellor). The federal chancellor, who is elected by the Bundestag, leads a cabinet consisting of federal ministers. Neither the federal chancellor nor the federal ministers are required to be members of the legislature.
The Bundestag is usually referred as federal parliament, while the Budesrat as the federal council (Fact Sheet, 2015) .
The president is elected by the federal convention, a constitutional body which convenes for this purpose. The Bundestag or the Bundesrat may impeach the federal president before the federal constitutional court for willful violation of the basic law or any other federal law (Fact Sheet, 2015) .
The chancellor is the chairman of the cabinet and head of government. The chancellor is nominated by the president and elected without debate by the bundestag. The Bundestag may express its lack of confidence in the chancellor only by electing a successor with a majority vote of its members known as "constructive vote of confidence" (Venter, 2014) . The chancellor determines and is responsible for the general policy guidelines. The chancellor is accountable to the parliament. Only the chancellor can propose a vote of confidence (which is different from the constructive vote of confidence mentioned above) and request the dissolution of the Bundestag (Venter, 2014) .
In Germany, the opposition and various special committees supported by experts from the civil service may arrange discussions regarding the conduct of the executive and establish a committee of inquiry or order to undertake investigation (Assefa, 2010) . The Bundestag, the role of scrutinizing the government is naturally performed first and foremost by the opposition groups, although 
Executive Political Accountability in India
The Constitution of India provides for a parliament consisting of an elected president and the two houses, the House of the People, (Lok Sabha) and the Council of States (Rajya Sabha) (Constitution of India, 2015) . Like other parliamentary systems, the parliament serves as a locus of accountability and oversight. India's parliament has various accountability mechanisms at its disposal.
The lower house Lok Sabha has several committee systems that are either ad hoc or standing (Assefa, 2010) . Like Britain the public's accounts committee is chaired by the opposition member. Most of Lok Sabha committees are joint committees of Rajya Sabha, the upper house. These committees review activities carried out by different governmental departments (Assefa, 2010) .
Indian parliament has executive check mechanisms like no confidence motion, large composition of the opposition and other assurance and accountability mechanisms (Kapur & Mehta, 2006) . The parliament can introduce a motion of no confidence in the government which if sustained, would result in the fall of the government. But the effectiveness of no confidence motions as a discipline device depends upon the alternative available to replace a sitting government.
No confidence motions can be successful only in a very limited scenario where governments have a small majority, and a small part of the majority has some reasons to defect to another coalition or seek a general election that would result in the dissolution of government (Kashyap, 1988) .
The opposition is the constituent part of parliament which uses statutory process of parliament as a tool to keep the government accountable. If the government has relatively fewer seats and the opposition has bargaining resources, then policy making could be shaped by the opposition (Kashyap, 1988) . Parliamentary committees provide a more vigilant locus of accountability if the members of the opposition involve in such committees. Members of the legislature may be reluctant to call to account a government that is made up of leaders of their party.
Opposition day is another contributing factor for proper accountability mechanism in India. In this day opposition parties have the freedom to choose matters they want to table and have them debated (Assefa, 2010) . This is the best arrangement to expose the malpractices of the governor party and to have a debate on that (Assefa, 2010) .
Political Executive Accountability in Ethiopia 2.4.1. Political Executive Accountability in FDRE Constitution
The 1995 Ethiopian constitution is forerunner in many aspects in the history of the country. This is the first constitution in Ethiopia which declares the Federal Three of the Constitution and the constitutional principles expressed under article 8 up to 12 show the commitment of the government to the democratization process. These basic provisions of the Constitution signify that the new regime that came in 1991 show willingness to set up the democratic system of governance and accommodation of diversity. The constitution has declared this system under article 45. The check and balance systems among the three wings of the government and accountability and transparency principles also enshrined under different provisions of FDRE Constitution (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 12, 53, 72 and 78) .
The Constitution declares its supremacy and imposes an obligation on all citizens, organs of state, political organizations and other associations to observe and enforce the constitutional system (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 9 (2)). Besides any law, customary practice or a decision of an organ of a state or a public official which contravenes this Constitution shall be of no effect (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 9). This is the first provision in sequence within the constitution which deals about accountability.
The firm principle regarding accountability is declared under article 12 of the Constitution. Any public official or an elected representative is accountable for any failure in official duties. In case of loss of confidence, the people may recall an elected representative. This is the general accountability clause applied to executive branch of the government (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 12).
Another relevant provision regarding the accountability of the government declares that "The conduct of affairs of government shall be transparent (article 12 of the constitution). Reinforcing this article 29 (3) provides for access to information of public interest. This facilitates the accountability of government organs through exposing the malpractices to the public and the concerned bodies and forcing to rectify it.
Like other parliamentary systems, the Federal parliament of Ethiopia is a locus of accountability. Accordingly, the house of people's representatives has extensive powers with regard to accounting the executive. Art. 55 (7) of the Constitution empower the House to determine the organization of national defense, public security and a national police force (FDRE Constitution, 1995) . The House shall carry out investigations and take necessary measures, if the conduct of these forces infringes upon human rights and the nation's security. The measure is extended to take constructive and punitive measures through the chief executive (Getachew Assefa, 2008 (6) (b)). However, the Constitution is silent regarding the measure to be taken against the executive in case it transgresses the prohibitions. Ratification of International agreements concluded by the executive and the appointment of federal judges, members of the council of ministers, commissioners, the Auditor General, and of other officials whose appointment is required by law to be approved by the parliament pursuant to (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Art 55/12/ & /13/). This oversight is designed to restrain the executive and to halt corruption and related crimes.
Article 55/17/ entitles the House to call and to question the Prime Minister and other federal officials and to investigate the executives conduct and discharge of its responsibilities (FDRE Constitution, 1995) . It includes the power to order the Prime Minister to take punitive and constructive measures against the officials who commit fault (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 55 (17) & 74 (8) ). The parliament has also the mandate at the request of one third of its members; to discuss any matter pertaining to the powers of the executive. It has in such cases, the power to take decisions or measures it deems necessary (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 55 (18) .
Like Germany and India the parliament of Ethiopia is duty bound to establish standing and ad hoc committees as it deems necessary to accomplish its functions. Currently the house has about 18 standing committees (House of Peoples Representatives, 2017). Among these, the Government Finance and Procurement Standing Committee are chaired by the opposition member. These committees have the duty to oversight government agencies as to whether the latter accomplished their tasks as specified under their annual budget (Assefa, 2010) .
The Prime Minister and the Council of Ministers are responsible to the House of People's Representatives. In the exercise of state functions, members of the Council of Ministers are collectively responsible for all decisions they make as a body. The House will question the executive including the Prime Minister as to their conduct collectively or individually (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article 72 & 76) . More over the Prime Minister shall submit to the House of People's Representatives periodic reports on work accomplished by the executive as well as on its plans and proposals (FDRE Constitution, 1995, Article, 74 (11) ).
At last Art 101/2/ provides that the Auditor General shall audit and inspect the accounts of ministers and other agencies of the federal government to ensure these embrace public opinion (Fischer, Dowding, & Dumont, 2012) . Article 12/1/ each minister of state or vice minister of a ministry shall be accountable to the minister and shall carry out the responsibilities specifically entrusted to him.
There are also other federal executive organs which are directly accountable to the prime minister as provided under article 33 of the proclamation. These provisions deal with the accountability mechanisms within the executive or it is the self checking mechanism devised in the executive branch.
Another significant legislation which reinforces the accountability of the executive is council of ministers function directive. The directive declares the responsibility of the council of ministers. Accordingly, the council of ministers is accountable to the Prime Minister and in its decisions it is accountable to the House of People's Representatives pursuant to article 2. In addition to this, ministers have individual responsibility and accountability with regard to their specific duty and as a member of the Council of Ministers; thus a minister will have collective responsibility and accountability (Council of Ministers, 1996) .
Concerning impeachment of ministers the Directive has provided that as soon 
Creating a Nexus
The above discussion shows that these parliamentary democracies have unique attributes for others to learn. In Britain which is not the case in Ethiopia, the Prime Minister's question time commenced every Wednesday has created a forum for the opposition to raise topical issues and to check the executive. can be either plan report at the start of the year or performance report which may be quarterly or annually. The member of the committee and the house shall contest the reports and give directions as to their enabling act to be corrected. As to the conditions, the committee may collect public questions and opinions to challenge institutions and reporting ministers. In addition to reports, committees may devise field visits. Through the field visit they directly observe the performance of great projects, public grievances and other public issues.
Calling and questioning the prime minister and other ministers as the situation require (every Wednesday in Britain) is another weapon to the parliament to check the executive. If the house assume that situations show that the chief executive or his subordinates be called and questioned, it shall arrange such arrangements and investigate the fact. As to its finding the house may order the situations to be rectified and to be taken constructive and punitive measures by the chief executive. To do so an alert and effective opposition is as much necessary as a majority ruling party in a parliamentary system (Tiwana, 1994) .
Though committees play great role in every actions of the house, there are also challenges to end their missions. Scarcity of budget, technologies, expertise and absence of opposition parties' participation has barred them not to use their full potential. Especially in case the participation of the opposition parties is nil like the present parliament, the system requires strong committees which are partisan to the public and the constitution rather than sticking to party discipline.
1
The data was collected from the Federal House of People Representatives Anonyms informants. Key informants are selected from the legal and administrative standing committee randomly and the deputy chair person is selected as to his merit, since he is a member of the house and the standing committee for about 10 years (elected for two terms) in addition to his qualification graduate of law from Addis Ababa University.
When members of the house give precedence to party loyalty, checking the executive branch is difficult. But members of the standing committees which were subject to this finding objected this idea, since they believe that the policy of the party is strictly depending on the public interest and according to the constitution; and then sticking to party discipline means sticking to the countries interest at large. Therefore "always we stick to public interest since the party discipline is in line with the countries interest" 2 .
In modern state which is led by popular sovereignty checking the executive primarily benefits the executive itself. Thus devising strong accounting system is the desire of the general public and indispensable to the democratization of the country whoever the composition of the house is. But the experience of developed countries show that, when the composition of the house diversified with different political ideologies the democratization process will speed up and the executive will be delicate to each and every decisions. Therefore the writer is in good turn of the developed countries which promote the multi-party system and diversity of ideas.
The Ethiopian parliament contrary to the above parliamentary states, the house has no power to impeach, dismiss or to ensue vote of no confidence di- 
Conclusions
Ethiopia, starting from 1995 has promulgated different legislations focused on different spheres. As it is an infant and emerging legal system, it is rung with different hindrances. Ethiopia has to learn from Britain concerning checking the Prime Minister, involvement of the opposition parties and individual and collective responsibility. Germany is the best example Ethiopia has to learn through devising the mechanism to avoid fusion of power between the parliament and the executive. India has an "opposition day" a best forum for parties to raise topical issues and to discuss. Legislatures should be well equipped with expert assistance on technical matters and with continuous training. Strong committee system and develop sense of loyalty and pride to parliamentary institutions ensures the accountability tradition. Over sight based on policies and not just politics will help to create efficient government. Capacity building at individual and institutional level and active civil society organization and media supports , an autonomous status of parliament in terms of budget and service, detailed discussions on policies and laws, more sittings and more time to debate on the budget, the enactment of law, reports of committees and issues relating to urgent public importance and welfare of people.
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